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Remarks 

FoUowing this Amendment, claims 2-20, 22-28 and 30-33 are active in the 
application. 

I. Claim Rejections under 35 use § 102(b) 

Claims 1-3, 6, 7. 9, 10, 21, and 29-31 are rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) 
as being anticipated by United States patent no. 6,181,846 of Pan. The applicant 
has canceUed claims 1, 21 and 29 and respectfully traverses the rejection of 
claims 2, 3, 6, 7. 9, 10, 30 and 31 on the grounds that none of claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 
10, 30 and 31 reads on Pan's device. 

3. Ckdm2 

With reference to claim 2. the ofacial action alleges that Pan's 
polarization-dependent optical-path device (15) includes an input polarization- 
dependent patii spUtting element, said input polarization-dependent patii spUtting 
element converting said input Ught polarization components that are at least 
partially spatially coincident into said spatially-separated input-Ught polarization 
components, thereby defining a branched input. The official action points to the 
dashed and solid lines of input Ught depicted in Figs. 3B & 3C. 

The appUcant respectfuUy otaverses the rejection of claim 2 on the grounds 
tiiat Pan does not disdose every element recited in claim 2 arranged as stated in 
die daim. Specifically, the applicant respectfully submits that Pan's device lades 
an input polarization-dependent padi spUtting element tiiat defines a brandied 
input, as redted in daim 2. The appU(iant notes tiiat Pan's birefiringent element 15 
converts input-Ught polarization components that are at least partially spatially 
coinddent into spatially-separated input-Ught polarization components, as 
depicted in Hgures 3B and 3C. However, the applicant respectfully submits that 
die conversion of input Ught polarization components that are at least paitiaUy 
spatiaUy coinddent into spatiaUy-separated input-Ught polarization components, 
as performed by birefringent element 15, does not constitute polarization- 
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dependent path spUtting that might aUow the bireftingent element to be 
accurately described as an input polarization-dependent path spUtdng element 
that defines a branched input, as recited in claim 2. Contrast Pan's Figures 3B and 
3C with Figure 2 of the application. 

That Pan's optical device lacks an input polarization-dependent path 
splitting element that defines a branched input is evident from tiie number of 
input paths and output paths in Pan's optical device diat are related in tiie sense 
that light can pass from one to the other. Pan's optical device has only a smgle 
input path provided by one of the two fibers 10 and U. The otiier of tiie fibers 10 
and 11 constitutes a single, non-branched output. Note tiiat, even in tiie two- 
channel embodiment shown in Pan's Figure 7, each channel has only a single 
input patii and a single output patii between which light can pass. Ught can pass 
between opposite fibers, but cannot pass between adjacent fibers m this 
embodiment. Thus, none of Pan's embodiments can accurately be said to have a 
branched input (or a branched output). Pan's Figure 7 embodiment Will be 
discussed finther below witii reference to claims 4 and 1 1 . 

Accorduigly, tiie applicant respectfully submits tiiat, since Pan's optical 
device lacks an input polarization-dependent pafli spUtting element patii tiiat 
defines a branched input as recited in Idaim 2, claim 2 is patenmble. 

2. Claim 3 

With reference to daim 3, tiie official action aUeges tiiat tiie optical device 
taught by Pan fiirtiier comprises an output polarization-dependent patii splitting 
element (i.e., 16: see Figs. 3B & 3C) that defines a branched output. 

The applicant respectfully traverses tiie rejection of daim 3 on tiie grounds 
tiiat Pan does not disdose every element redted in daim 3 arranged as stated in 
tiie daim. Specifically, tiie applicant respectfully submits tiiat Pan's device lacks 
an output polarization-dependent patii splitting element tiiat defines a brandied 
output, as redted in daim 3. . 
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Pa» describes his dement 16 as a GRIN lens (col. 2. line 60) . GRIN lenses 
are typically polarization-independent devices. The applicant has been unable to 
find any teaching in Pan that would indicate that Pan's element 16 has 
polarization-dependent properties. Thus, it would be inaccurate to describe Pan's 
GRIN lens as being '•polarization-dependent." Moreover, Pan describes his 
element 16 as collimating the polarization components output by birefringent 
crystal 15 (col. 3. lines 51-52). Pan's element 16 additionally images tiie 
polarization components reflected by reflector 19 at tiic birefringent crystal. The 
appUcant respectfuUy submits that tije focusing and imaging perfoimed by Pan's 
GRIN lens 16 does not constitute polarization-dependent patii spUtting diat might 
allow the GRIN lens to be accurately called an output polarization-dependent patii 
spUtting element tiiat defines a branched output, as recited in daim 3. Contrast 
Pan's Figures 3B and 3C widi Figure 2 of the application. 

That Pan's optical device lacks a polarization-dependent path splitting 
element tiiat defines a branched output is evident from tiie number of input patiis 
and output paths in Pan's optical device that are related in die sense tiiat Ught can 
pass from one to the other. Pan's optical device has only a single input path 
provided by one of die two fibers 10 and 11. The odier of die fibers 10 and 11 
constitutes a single, non-branched outi>ut. Note diat, even in die two^annel 
embodiment shown in Pan's Figure 7, each channel has only a single input path 
and a single output path between which light can pass. light can pass between 
opposite fibers, but cannot pass between adjacent fibers in this embodiment. 
Thus, none of Pan's embodiments can accurately be said to have a branched 
output Cor a branched input) . 

Accordingly, die appUcant respectfully submits tiiat, since Pan's device 
lacks a polarization-dependent patii spUtting element as recited in daim 3, daim 
3 is patentable. 
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3, acdms 6, 7, 9 and 10 

The appUcant respectfully submits that claims 6, 7, 9 and 10 are patentable 
because they depend on claim 2, which is patentable for the reason stated above. 

4. Claims 29-31 

With reference to claims 29-31, the official action alleges that the 
structural teachmgs of Pan set forth in the official action hnpUddy meet the 
method step limitations recited in these claims. The appUcant has cancelled claim 
29 and respectfully submits that daims SO and 31 do not read on Pan's disclosure 
for reasons similar to those set forth above with reference to cl^s 2 and 3. 
Accordingly, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 30 and 31 are 
patentable. 

II. CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC § 103(a) 

A. Claims 4, 11-20 and 32 

aaims 4, 11-20 and 32 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over United States patent no. 5,973,831, allegedly of Pan. 

The applicant notes with respect that United States patent no. 5,973,831 is 
entided Systerns^r TTiree-iJimen^ionoiyieivirtg Udng Light Polarizmg Layers and 
was issued to Kleinberger, not to Pan. The appHcant wiU assume that claims 1, 11- 
20 and 32 are rejected over United States patent no. 6,181,846 of Pan. 

The appUcant respectfully traverses the rejection on the grounds that the 
official action does not set forth a proper prima fade case of obviousness with 
respect to claims 4, 11-20 and 32. 

1 . Claim 4 

The offidal action states as follows: 

Pan discloses in Figs. 3B & 3C, the claimed invention as set fortii above EXCEPT 
FOR^IS^^t teXig wiUi respea to claim 4. wh«-ein at least a p^on ^ sa.^ 
output-S polarization components is out-coupled from *e ^^^jj*^ 
S^ughTid branched input ... Pan, however, with respeccto daim ^.|^<i^«^on^y 
Sesln embodiment (depicted in Fig. 7) in which, after opucal fibers 50^53 
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cJl^rA 11 45 58 It would have bem obvious to one havuigOTdtoaiysKiUOT me 
riftLftjL tavr^n was txiade :to have modified the optical device of Pan 
S,?rt?d i^^L 3^&t? Aerein such that at least a portion of said output-hght 
SSion Snponeal S out-coupled from the optical device through sa.d 
SS5 ^pu^wS as such that said optical device JuJercompBseasecond 
St^rt^d a second output pott, both being taught by Pan m the embodiment 

CToS^pS fiber, a. well as allo^ more than one set of input-hght 
polarization components to be incoupled to said device. 

Fiist. the appUcant respectftdly submits that the official action does not set 
forth a proper prinia facie case of obviousness because claim 4 does not read on 
Pan's device modified as proposed hi tije offidal action. The appUcant respectfully 
directs the Examinei's attention to Pan^ Figure 3C, which shov/s that the 
polarization components are offeet in opposite dhrections from the core of optical 

fiber 11 in the OFF state of Pan's device. Accordingly, the applicant respectfully 
submits that no location exists in Pan'si device where one of Pan's additional 
optical fibers could be located to receive both polarization components in the OFF 
state of Pan's device, as would be required for Oaim 4 to read on Pan's device 
modified as proposed in the of&cial action. 

Second, die applicant respectfully submits that the official action does not 
set fbrtii a proper prima/ocie case of obviousness because the proposed 
modification of Pan's device is improper. The appUcant notes that the official 
action does not indicate where in Pan's disclosure may be found a teaching tiiat 
would provide a motivation for a person of ordinary skill m the art to modify 
Pan»s optical device in the manner proposed in the official action. The appUcant 
further notes that he has been unable to find such teaching in Pan's disclosure. 
Moreover, tiie appUcant has been unable to find any teaching in Pan's disclosure 
of the desirabiUty of out-coupUng the output polarization components through 
more dian one optical fiber, even in the description of Pan's Figure 7 embodiment, 
which has more than a single input fiber and a single output fiber. Accordingly, 
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the appUcaut respectfuUy submits that the motivation set forth in the official 
action is the result of hindsight based on the applicant's disclosure, and is 

therefore improper. , 

• Moreover, the appUcant notes that Pan discloses an embodiment with four 
optical fiber cores as shown in Figures 7, 8A and 8B. However, Pan expUdtly 
teaches that pairs of the optical fiber cores operate independently, see, e.g., col. 6. 
lines 40-58. Pan's Figure 7 embodiment is simply two, independent optical 
switches/attenuators that use a common birefringent element, a common GRIN 
lens and a common Hquid crystal element. Pan teaches "Ught can travel between 
the fibers 50 and 51, and between the fibers 52 and 53 when the liquid crystal 
cell 68 is in the On state. When the Uquid crystal cell 68 is Off, no light travels 
between any of the optical fibers." The applicant respectfully submits that this 
portion of Pan's disclosure teaches away from out-coupling the output 
polarization components through more than one optical fiber and that the 
proposed modification of Pan's device is improper for this additional reason. 
Accordingly, the applicant respectfully submits that claim 4 is patentable. 

2. Claim 11 

The official action states as follows: 

Pan discloses, in Figs. 3B & 3C. the claimed invention ^ set J>r* above 
EXCEPT FOR an e3rt.licit teadiing with respect to daun 11, wherein said 
polarization-dependent optical-path device has at least a second mpi* port and a 
SToSput port [in addition, of cout^e. to the disdosed first input poit CIO) 
^ flSt output port (U)]. Pai^ however. ... with respect to darni 11, Pan 
SiSy t5<^ e?a se^nd input port «id a second output port (it being noted as 
SS^SLitrary which of portT 50-53 are to be so designated). It would have be^ 
obvious to one having ordinary sldll in the art at the tnne the invention w^ made 
toh^ modified the optical device of Pan depicted in Figs. 3B & 3C therein such 
that at least a portion of said output-light polarization comporients be out-coupled 
from the optical device through said branched inpu^ as well as such that said 
optical device further comprise a second input port and a second ouQrm port both 
bdng taught by Pan in the embodiment of said optical d^'^^^P^f^.^J^;^ 
therein, fot at least the purposes of increasing the funcnonahty of said optic^ 

by^owing said ^tput-Ught polarization components to be out-coup ed 
h^sZ ^Sevice trough mora than one optical fiber as well a^ allo^g 
more than one set of input-light polarization components to be incoupled to said 
device. 
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First, the appUcant respectfully submits that the offidal action does not set 
forth a proper prima fade case of obviousness because daim 11 does not read on 
Pan's device modified as proposed in the official action. Hie appUcant respectfully 
directs Examiner's attention to Pan's Figure 3C. which shows that the 
polarization components are offset in opposite directions from the cote of optical 
fiber 11 in the OFF state of Pan's device. Accordingly, the applicant respectfully 
submits that no location exists in Pan's device where one of Pan's additional 
optical fibers could be located to receive both polarization components in the OFF 
state of Pan's device, as would be required for Qaim 11 to read on Pan's device 
modified as proposed in the official action. 

second, the applicant respectfully submits that tiie offidal action does not 
set forth a proper prima fade case of obviousness because ihe proposed 
modification of Pan's device is improper. The applicant notes tiiat the offidal 
action does not indicate where in Pan's disclosure may be fomid a teadnng tiiat 
would provide a motivation for a person of ordinary skill in die art to modify 
Pan's optical device in tiie mamier proposed in the offidal action. The appUcant 
further notes tiiat he has been unable to find such teadung m Pan's disdosure. 
Moreover, tiie appUcanthas been miable to find any teaching in Pan's disdosure 
of the desirability of out^oupling die output polarization components tiirough 
more than one optical fiber, even hi tiie description of Pan's Figure 7 embodiment, 
whidi has more tiian a single input fiber and a single output fiber. Accordingly, 
the applicant respectfully submits tiiat die motivation set forth in the offidal 
action is tiie result of hindsight based on die appUcanf s disdosure and is 

therefore improper. 

Moreover, die applicant notes that Pan disdoses an embodiment widi four 
optical fiber cores as shown in Figures 7, 8A and 8B, However, Pan expUdtiy 
teadies tiiat pairs of die optical fiber cores operate mdependentiy, see, e.g., col. 6, 
lines 40-58. Pan's Figure 7 embodiment is simply two, independent optical 
switd.es/attenuators tiiat use a common bireftingent dement, a common GRIN 
lens and a common liquid crystal element. Pan teadies "light can travel between 
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the fibers 50 and 51. and between the fibers 52 and S3 when the liquid crystal 
ceU 68 is in the On state. When the Hquid crystal ceU 68 is Off, no light travels 
between any of the optical fibers." The appUcant respectfully subniits that this 
portion of Pan's disdosuxe teaches away from out-coupling the output 
polarization components through more than one optical fiber and that the 
proposed modification of Pan's device is improper for tiiis additional reason. 
Accordingly, the appUcant respectfully submits tiiat claim 11 is patentable. 

3. Claims 12-20 & 32 

With reference to daims 12-20 and 32, die offidal action states: 

J^Tof VrSrS^^oy Pan encompass the lindtatior.3 «d«d in each of 
^e ap^cant respectfully submits that the rejection of daims 12-20 and 
32 is impnjper because flie offidal action does not establish a prima fade case of 
obviousness with respect to these claims. The offidal action does not set fordi a 
rationale indicating the manner in whldi each of daims 12-20 and 32 reads on 
Pan's disdosure modified as proposed in Ae offidal action. Nor does die offidal 
action indicate where may be fomid in Pan's disdosure a teaching that would 
provide a motivation for die person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Pan's 
device in the manner proposed in the bffidal action. Accordingly, the appUcant 
respectfuUy submits that dahns l2-20;and 32 are patentable. 

B. aaims 5, 8, and 33 

aaims 5, 8, and 33 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable o^ United States patent no. 5,973,831, allegedly of Pan. in view of 
United States patent no. 4,799,768 of Gahan. The applicant notes witii respect 
that united States patent no. 5,973,831 is entitied Systems for Three-Dimensional 
Viemng Using Ught Polarizing Ur/ers and was issued to Weinberger, not to Pan. 
The applicant will assume tiiat daims 5, 8 and 33 are rejected over United States 
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patent no. 6,181,846 of Pan in view of United States patent no. 4,799,768 of 
Gahan. 

The appUcant respectifuUy traverses the rejection on the grounds that the 
official action does not set forth a proper prima facU case of obviousness with 
respect to claims 5, 8 and 33. 
The official action states: 

pan discloses Cm Fig., 73 the optical device as set forth above EXCTPT 
FOR wheSxTwith reject to claims 5 & 33. said plurality of states constttutes a 
^nH^nS^ ?f Tch that said optical device functions as an analog optical 
SSS^ XJeS^lbe respecSe portions of output-H^t Pol^^^^o" 
J^S^ne^S^tlirSntit-coupled from the optical device through said branched 
S S^TXSSed output is controllably viable over a continuum 
S^SdoorSiIby selecting the state of the reflector from said continuum of 
litr^SrZ^SS^ to claim 8 when 
of said Dluf ality of states, the optical device fimctioias as a beam sphtter. 

"^S^howver, provides an :«q,llcit teaching a reflector dS) having a 
plux^ty of states, said pluxaUty of states constituting, ^tet ^^. ^ 
states (col 3, U. 11-13). It v^ould have been obvious to one having orfmaiy sMl m 
S it S &e time the mvention was made to have modified the reflector of Pan 
^eSr^uSit therein as having a plurality (read: two or more) of rtates. such 
?^t Sd plSality of states constitute a continuum of states thereby ftinc^nmg 
aTan anSog device (inherent), as eicpUcitiy taught by Gahan for at least ^e 
^JTof tabling said optical device to output said output .JjS^ P°;^?^°^ 
Smponents m a mote variable manner than wou^d be the case if I^urahty of 
of said reflector were limited to "on" and "off- states. And with re^ff « 
dim 8, it is submitted that in one of said plurality of states of said reflector m liie 
ccSinktion that said optical device depiaed in Fig. 7 of Pan would function as a 
beam splitter in the manner as that set fordi in tins daim. 

First, the applicant respectfuUy submits that the official action does not set 
forth a proper prima Jude case of obviousness because none of claims 5, 8 and 33 
reads on Pan's device modified as proposed in the official action. Gahan discloses 
a variable-reflectivity rear-view mirror for use in automobiles. The cited passage 
of Gahan's disclosure teaches that the mirror has reflective states that can be 
discretely or continuously varied, aaim 2 on wWch claims 5 and 8 depend recites 
"said reflector having a plurahty of states, and being controUable such that said 
reflector can be changed from one of said plurality of states to another of said 
plurality of states, said reflected angles of polarization having an orientation 
relative to said incident angles of polarization, said orientation being a function of 
the state of the reflector." The appHcant has been unable to find anything in 
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Gahan's disclosure that teaches or suggests that the reflective states of Gahan's 
disclosure are ones on which the orientation of a reflected angle of polarization 
depends. Accordingly, the appUcant respectfully submits none of daims 5, 8 and 
33 reads on Pan's device modified as proposed in the official action. 

second, the applicant respectfuUy submits that the official action does not 
set forth a proper prima/ade case of ob^ousness because the proposed 
modification of Pan's device is improper. The appUcant notes that the official 
action does not indicate where in the dted references may be found a teaching 
that would provide a motivation for the person of ordinary skffl in the arc to 
modify pan's optical device in the mam^er proposed in the official action. The 
applicant further notes that he has been unable to find such teaching in the ated 
references. Accordingly, the appUcant respectfully submits that the motivation set 
forth in the official action is the result of hindsight based on the appUcants 
disclosure, and is therefore improper. 

Moreover, die appUcant notes that Pan teaches that his mirror element 19 
is "highly reflective" (col. 2, line 66). The appUcant respectfully submits that the 
proposed modification of Pan's device is improper because it would render Pan's 
device inoperable for its stat^ purpose. A reflector with multiple states of 
reflectivity would not comply with Pali's description of such element being "highly 
reflective," at least in some of its states. 

FinaUy, the appUcant respectfiiUy submits that Gahan is not analogous 
prior art, and hence, is not a vaUd reference with respect to the present invention. 
Gahan is directed to a rear-view mirr6r for automotive appUcations. The 
applicantfs mvention is directed to a microminiature optical switch or attenuator. 
It should be noted that Pan, which is Analogous prior art. and Gahan are in . 
different classifications and had entirely different fields of search during thdr 
prosecution. 

Accordingly, the appUcant respectfiilly submits that daims 5, 8 and 33 are 
patentable. 
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C. Claims 22-28 

Claims 22-28 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over United States patent no. 5,930,422 of Cheng in view of United States patent 
no* 5,973,831 allegedly of Pan. The appUcant will assume that claims 22-28 are 
rejeaed over United States patent no. 5,930,422 of Cheng in view of United 
States patent no, 6,181,846 of Pan. 

The applicant respectfully traverses the rejection on the grounds that the 
official action does not set fordi a proper prima fade case of obviousness with 
respect to claims 22-28. 


1. Claim 22 

With regard to claim 22, the official action states; 

Cheng discloses the inventiaA as claiined-[a]n integrated optical device 
(see Fig, 4) comprising: at least a first input port (PI or P2); at least a first 
output port CP2 or P3); a substantiaUy nonreciprocal direction stage (14 & 16) 
comprising one or raore elements, the directional stage receiving light froni at 
least the first input pon (see Fig. 4), the received light baying polarization 
components (see polarization components walked-off by walk-off crystal 16), the 
directional stage controlling a path of propagation of the received light through 
the directional stage by operating on the polarization components of the received * 
light (see above & Fig. 4); a reflective element (20); and a polarization stage 
(18) interposed between the directional stage and the reflective element, the 
polarization stage directing the polarization components of light propagating 
through the directional stage onto the reflective eleraent by operating on the 
polarization components of the light received by the polaiization from the 
directional stage (the operation being focusing in this instance) -EXCEPT FOR 
disdosuie of the following additionally redted limitations: wherein said reflective 
element has a plurality of states such that light impinging on the reflective 
element is reflected by tiie reflective element with a polarization that depends on 
the state of the reflective element, and wherein said polarization stage directs 
light components refleaed from the reflective clement into the directional stage 
with a polarization that depends on the state of the reflective element to enable 
the directional stage to control the path of propagation of the reflected light based 
on the polarization of the reflected li^t components (it being noted that 
modifying the optical device of Cheng such that its reflective element have a 
plurality of ^tes such that light impinging on the reflective element is reflected 
by the reflective element with a polarization that depends on the state of the 
reflective element would necessarily, in light of the arrangenient of the elements 
comprising the optical device of Cheng, enable said directional stage to control the 
path of propagation of the reflected light based on the polarization of the reflected 
li^t components). 

Pan, however, provides an explicit teaching of a reflective element (18 & 
19 in Figs. 3B & 3C) that has a plurality of states such tiiiat light impinging on the 
reflective element is reflected by the reflective element with a polarization that 
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through said optical device. 

First the appUcant respectfully submits that the official action does not set 
forth a proper pnma/ad« case of obviousness with respect to claim 22 because 
claim 22 does not read on Chang's device modified as proposed in die offiaal 
action, -me applicant respectfully submits that Chang's device lacks an element 
dtat can accurately be described as «a polarisation stage interposed between the 
directional stage and the reflective element, Hxe polarization stage directing the 
polarization components of light propagating through the directional stage onto 
the reflective element by operating on die polarization components of the hght 
received by the polarization stage from the directional stage, and wherein die 
polarization stage directs fight components reflected from the reflective element 
into the directional stage widi a polarization tiiat depends on the state of the 
reflective element to enable the directional stage to control the patii of 
propagation of the reflected light based on the polarization of Ae reflected light 
components", as recited in claim 22. The official action alleges tiiat Chang's 
element 18 constitutes such polarization stage. However, Chang discloses that his 
element 18 is a lens, specifically a GRIN lens (col- 5, lines 16 and 17). The 
applicant respectfully submits ti^at a GRIN lens has none of the above-quoted 
properties of tiie polarization device. Moreover, die applicant has been unable to 
find any teaching in Changs disclosure ti.at would indicate diat Changes element 
18 has such properties. Accordingly, the appUcant respectfully submits that, smce 
Chang's device modified as proposed in the official action lacks an element diat 
can accurately be described die polarization device recited in claim 22, claim 22 
does not read on Chang's device modified as proposed in the official action. The 
applicant therefore respectfially submits that the rejection of daim 22 is iniproper. 
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second, the ^Ucant respectfuUy submit tot the offldal action do« not 
« forth a proper prima of obviousness because the proposed 

^cadon of Chang's device is itnptoper. The appttcant notes that the offlaal 
action does not Indicate where In die cited references may be found a teactans 
tot would provide a motivadon for the person of ordinary sMl in the art to 
modify Chanrs opdcal device in the manner proposed in dre official acdon. The 
appUcant further notes dvat he has been unable to find such teaching in the cted 
references. Accordingly, the appUomt respectfully sutanits d«t dre modvadon set 
forth in die official action U d.e result of hmdsight based on d« appUcanf s 
disclosure and is flierefore improper. ; 

Moreover, die appUcant notes d,at Chang discloses an opdcal circulator. 
The appUcant respectfully submits that die propo^ modification of Chang's 
device would render Changs opdcal circulator inoperable for its stated purpose. 
TWs is because, in some states of a reflective element widr a pluraUry of states. d« 
modified device would not transfer li«ht from one port to die ne^. and would 
dierefore &il to function as an optical circulator. -me applicant respectfully 

submits drat die proposed modification of Changfs device is improper for dus 
additional reason. 

Accordingly. ti« applicant respectfully submits d,at daim 22 is patentable. 

2. Claims 23-25 

With regard to claims 23-25, the official action states: 

plurality of snKs of "™,^^lafi^iSl in these dmns. See above m& 
^ SCS°S^^;SrJlS firs. mpu. second etc. 

being aibitrary). 

The applicant respectfully snbnnts that the rejection of claims 23-25 is 
improper because the official action does not establish ^prvr.afaa^ case of 
obviousness with respect to these claims. The official action does not set forth a 
rationale indicating manner in which claims 23-25 read on ChangTs device 
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roamed as proposed i» *e official acdon. Nor does the official acdon tadica« 
whexe may be found in d« d«d reference a teaching *at would provide a 
^vadon fo. .he person of ordinary s«U in the art to orodift, » dev.ce „. 
Ae manner proposed in the official acdon. 

Accorangly. d« applicant respectfully sutenits .hat danns 23-25 are 

patentable. 

3. Claims 26 and 28 

The appucaat respec*dly subndts Aat daims 26 and 28 are pa«n«bte 
because they depend on dain. 22. whidr is patentable fcr .he reasons set tod. 
above. 

4. Claim 27 , - 

With reference to daim 27, the ofSdal action states that polar^zanon 
«.,e of *e t^mbinadon comprises a biref«ngent element (18). ™= 
^ectftmy disagrees. As no«d above. Chang describes his element 18 as a lens 
^aGR^lens.TheappUcan.havebeen^blet„findanyindrcatronm 

Chang's dlsdosui. of element 18 having birefringent properties. 

Accordingly, die apphcant respec^^Uy submits that daim 27 is pat^^H^ 

because daim 27 does not read on Changs device modified as proposed m the 
<«cial action and because the proposed modification of ChangTs devrce .s 

'^"'^e appUcant respectfully r^ues. reconsideration of ^ rejected d^. 
The appUcant believes ia. the application as now amended is in condition for 
auo^ce. and respec^Uy reaues. such favorable action. If any mat.^ 
ou.standingindreappUcation,theE«minerisrespectMlyim*.ed»^^h^ 

^ appucanfs a«omey at (650) 485-3015 so ti«t ti^ese matters may be resolved. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Rene P. Helbing 
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